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ABSTRACT 
The research in this study focuses on the organizational structure of small to 
midsized institutionally related foundations and the characteristics that aid in the 
development of large endowment accounts and high annual yields. To meet the 
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objectives of this study, a 16 question outline survey was developed and administered to 
the senior administrator of the institutionally related foundations at the 51 small to 
midsized public universities in the upper-Midwest. The collected data was investigated 
using Microsoft Excel and SPSS. Fischer's Exact Test and cross tabulations analysis 
were conducted to determine if there was a correlation between annual donations 
received and five separate components of development offices. 
Suggestive data and statistical significances were found in a few of the cross 
tabulation analyses. The correlation between having a planned gifts program and higher 
iii 
annual donations was significant. The inclusion of an annual giving program and a major 
gifts program revealed suggestive data that confirms the need for further research on this 
topic. 
Various recommendations were made for enhancement of the methodology used 
in this study and for further research. Enhancements should be made to increase the 
population size and consistency of the survey questions. Further research could include 
diversifying the population to include large public and private universities; and increasing 
the depth of the data analysis. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Long gone are the days when state general purpose revenue funds made up the 
majority of the operating revenue for public universities. In less than two decades, state 
funding in some upper-Midwest states has seen up to a 40% cut in general purpose 
revenue funds. In some cases, less than 30% of the overall operating revenues come 
directly from the state. In 1998 one public university in Wisconsin received 45% of its 
operating revenue directly from the state. By 2007 the same university received less than 
28% in state support. As state funding for public universities continues to decrease, 
institutionally related foundations are looked upon to assist in offsetting the shortfall. 
Institutionally related foundations are the fundraising arm of the universities they 
represent and have a mission that directly aligns with the priorities and mission of the 
university. Institutionally related foundations engage in fundraising processes that include 
the research, relationship building, solicitation and stewardship of donations which are 
made by alumni, industry and friends of the university. These intricate fundraising 
processes vary slightly but are designed to optimize the probability of receiving gift 
contributions from the targeted audience. 
The organizational structure of institutionally related foundations splits into two 
branches: advancement services and development. Advancement services is made up of 
general business and accounting, scholarship coordination, database development and 
maintenance, graphic design, IT services and gift processing and receipting. The 
development department is made up of four key areas: prospect research, annual giving, 
major gifts, and planned giving. Each area represents an avenue to fundraising. Prospect 
Research builds background information and connections between the university and the 
donor (alumni, industry, or friends). Annual Giving focuses on yearly donations, usually 
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made from disposable income. Major Gifts target giving at a level of$10,000 and higher, 
typically made from accumulated liquid assets (e.g., stocks, bonds, etc.). Planned Giving 
is directed at gifts from accrued wealth, normally given late in life or as a bequest. 
As the fundraising arm of the university, institutionally related foundations 
expand many of the financial capabilities and support of the university. Funds raised are 
typically used for scholarship support, professional development of faculty and staff, 
faculty and graduate research, addition or upgrading of campus facilities and laboratories, 
salary and benefits through endowed chairs, and operating costs of the fundraising 
operations. 
Statement of the Problem 
Recent data released by state agencies in the upper Midwest reveal that state 
funding for the support of public higher education has declined considerably over the 
previous two decades. Many ofthe institutionally related foundations that support these 
public universities do not have the organizational structure to increase the level of private 
(donated) support to offset the state funding gap. 
Pwpose of the Study 
Though unprecedented amounts of revenue are being raised annually by 
institutionally related foundations in support of public universities, many small to 
midsized organizations struggle to support the increased funding demands of the 
universities they represent. The research in this study focuses on the organizational 
structure of small to midsized institutionally related foundations and the characteristics 
that aid in the development of large endowment accounts and high annual yields. The 
primary research objectives of the study are: 
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1. To examine the correlation between the structural makeup of each 
organization's development department and the annual donations received 
from each entity. 
2. To analyze the percentage of revenue generated by individual entities 
within the development departments. 
3. To originate recommendations to senior administrators of institutionally 
related foundations on the structural design characteristics of development 
departments. 
Assumptions of the Study 
This study assumes all institutionally related foundations in the study represent 
universities in the upper-Midwest with overall undergraduate enrollment under 20,000 
. students. 
Definition of Terms 
Institutionally Related Foundation - "A nonprofit charitable foundation qualified 
under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code that has an explicit linkage to the 
covered entity in the foundation's charter statement of charitable purposes" (Hogan and 
Hartson, 2002, p.1). 
Upper-Midwest - The states of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. 
Limitations of the Study 
As a resident expert the researcher will have to guard against biases in the 
research methodology. The research gathered in this study only represents a sample of 
universities from the upper-Midwest and may not characterize the same correlations in 
different regions of the United States of America. 
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Methodology 
The primary focus of this quantitative study is to determine if there is a 
correlation between organizational structure of institutionally related foundations and the 
amount of annual donations. The focus of the data gathering was on institutionally related 
foundations serving public universities in the upper-Midwest. 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 
This review of literature will discuss state funding of public universities in the 
upper-Midwest, the establishment and structure of institutionally related foundations, 
roles of foundation officers in the fundraising process, and benchmarking practices in 
higher education for quality improvement purposes. These topics play an integral role in 
developing the background and understanding of the research problem. The problem is 
that recent data released by state agencies in the upper-Midwest reveal that state funding 
for the support of public higher education has declined considerably over the previous 
two decades. Many ofthe institutional related foundations that support these public 
universities do not have the organizational structure to increase the level of private 
(donated) support to offset the state funding gap. 
State Funding for Public Universities 
Growing more evident is the need for institutionally related foundations in public 
universities in the upper-Midwest to offset decades of decreased state funding for higher 
education. The outlook based on the trend of decreased state funding for higher education 
does not look favorable, as many states' budgets see increased competition for funds. 
"State financial support for public higher education is eroding, as state budgets grapple 
with skyrocketing Medicaid and health care costs as well as commitments to elementary 
education" (Mattoon, 2005, p. 1). 
The last two decades have seen reduced state support for higher education and 
increases in tuition alone fall short of covering the funding gap, in some cases up to a 
46% decrease (Kane & Orszag, 2003). Considering this revelation universities are forced 
to develop new funding sources to meet their needs (Mattoon, 2005). According to 
Ikenberry (2005), today's funding deficits for state public institutions are a result of three 
decades of continued stress in state budgets. Research supports that budgetary short falls 
6 
are not a recent trend, and the depth at which these cuts have taken place at predominate 
institutions like the University of Michigan, University of Illinois-Campaign Urbana and 
University of Wisconsin-Madison is staggering. 
Current data show that many state budgets fund less than one-third of the annual 
operating costs of public institutions (Altbach, 2008). For the University of Michigan, 
two decades ago 33% of its total operating cost came from the state; by 2005 its funding 
decreased to 18%. That constitutes a 46% decrease in state funding (Ikenberry, 2005). 
Similar drastic budgetary cuts in state funding have been experienced at the University of 
Illinois-Campaign Urbana, from 47% in the mid 1980s to 25% in 2005. These types of 
funding reductions have sent alarming messages to the senior administrators of publicly 
funded higher education institutions. These funding gaps require them to make up the 
majority of their operating costs through research grants, tuition, income generation, and 
donations from alumni, corporations, and private foundations. 
Origin, Purpose and Structure of Institutionally Related Foundations 
The origins of fund raising date back to as far as 4,000 B.C. and the Egyptian 
"Book the Dead," but it wasn't until the mid-1100's that specific records showed 
educational fundraising at the University of Paris (Miller, 1993). Through the spirit of 
philanthropy Great Britain transferred fundraising to North America in the late 1500's. 
Educational fund raising in North America for the next four centuries was primarily 
utilized only by private universities and colleges (Worth, 1993). 
Fundraising programs at public universities only became a mainstay in the 1980's 
(Worth, 1993), making fundraising a relatively adolescent business practice for most 
public universities, with the exception being in the Midwest were experience in private 
support dates further back. The original fundamental principle of institutionally related 
foundations was to support the growing financial needs of the university through 
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fundraising, but to remain completely autonomous from the governance of the host 
institution (Tromble, 1998). Tromble (1998) states "What was perhaps the first 
institutional foundation came into being in 1891 when 12 gentlemen sat down together in 
the law offices of Gleed and Gleed in Topeka, Kansas, and created the Kansas University 
Endowment Association" (p. 175). 
Current institutionally related foundations in the upper-Midwest have seen shifts 
in the priority oftheir fundraising efforts. As an example, in 1965 a foundation, at a small 
teachers college in Wisconsin started a scholarship program based on a primary gift of 
$200. This amount funded two $100 scholarships. In 2007, the same foundation 
distributed over 500 scholarships totaling almost $600,000 in financial support to 
students. A review of their overall fundraising records, only about 20% of the yearly 
campaigning involves scholarship funding solicitation, due to the shift in the priority of 
needs from its host university (D.K. Williams, personal communication, November 6, 
2008). Hedgepeth (1993) states "Diminishing state and federal support, coupled with 
restricted ability to generate revenue from tuition increases, has forced public universities 
to look to nontraditional sources of support" (p. 323) These funding short falls have 
required greater fundraising efforts to be focused on capital campaigns ranging from 
faculty endowed chairs to laboratory modifications to curriculum development funding. 
Foundation Development Office and Staff Roles 
An important focal point of this research is on the fundamental mode of operation 
of the development staff within the foundation structure. The primary function of the 
development staff is to raise funds through prospect identification, cultivation, and 
solicitation of donor; and stewardship of received gifts (Kozobarich, 2000). The 
development staff is made up primarily of prospect researchers, annual giving 
coordinator and callers, major gift officers, and planned giving officers. Development 
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offices in institutionally related foundations are based on principles that carefully 
orchestrate interdependent working relationships between each of the individual staff 
members. 
Annual giving staff The broadest outreach to potential donors is handled in this 
area through direct mail and telephone programs (Kozobarich, 2000). The initial 
information pertaining to new or reoccurring needs of the different institutional programs 
and services is delivered to potential donors (Ciconte and Jacob, 2005). At the same time 
they solicit gifts of support typically in small amounts, on a recurring or annual basis 
(Korobarich, 2000; Ciconte and Jacob, 2005). This preliminary cultivation and gift 
solicitation broadens the donor pool and attempts to develop a long-term donor 
relationship with an established giving history. The annual giving program serves as a 
catalyst for the success of the major and planned gifts programs (Theisen, 1993). 
Prospect researcher. Research personnel keep records of individuals, prepare 
reports and categorize prospective donors (Kozobarich, 2000). Comprehensive data 
retrieval techniques are employed to build useable background information databases. 
They look for relative information that ties the prospect to the mission of the university, 
areas of personal interest, confirmation of wealth, and links to other philanthropic 
donations. The findings are entered into a prospect tracking software system. These 
integrated systems are utilized to run, for example, multi-variance regression analysis to 
determine a prospect's propensity to donate to the institution. The information retrieved 
by the prospect researcher is then utilized by the major gift and/or planned giving 
officers. 
Major gift officer. Authors in the field of advancement place major gift offices in 
one of four categories: the salesman who actually solicits donations; the catalyst who 
orchestrates fundraising activities of the president and volunteer; the manager who 
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administers the fund raising program and internal staff; and the leader who plays a role in 
policy making decisions beyond outside advancement (Worth & Asp, 1995) Regardless 
of the category, the primary functions are to plan and build solicitation strategies, identify 
gift opportunities that match donor interests, cultivate probable contributions, solicit gifts, 
and continually steward donors to ensure a continued positive image of the university and 
the impact that their gifts have made to increase the mission of the institution. 
Planned giving officer. In 1986 Rowland described the role ofthis position in the 
development office as having the "responsibility for raising funds through bequests, life 
income trusts and annuities, life insurance, and gifts of real property with retained life 
estates" (p. 311). Planned giving goes beyond these deferred gifts; it also includes 
solicitation of lead trusts and other gifts necessitating some legal or tax planning prior to 
the gift transaction. The level of professional expertise is often contradictory in nature as 
some state it is not a necessity to hire a trained planned giving office, while others contest 
a professional with a law degree would make an excellent planned giving officer 
(Theisen, 1993; Rowland, 1986). At any level the planning giving officer needs to have a 
solid understanding of the technical requirements and thorough knowledge of the 
different giving vehicles. 
Benchmarking in Higher Education 
Originally utilized by the industry in the early 1990's as tool for quality 
assessment (Epper, 1999), benchmarking is a continuous process of quality improvement 
which compares the performance of peer organizations (Bridgeland & Goodacre, 2005). 
It is contested that this relatively young practice of quality assessment has many 
definitions, but Alstete (1995) states benchmarking fundamentally involves "analyzing 
performance, practices, and processes within and between organizations and industries, to 
obtain information for self-improvement" (p. 20). Benchmarking is a process that reaches 
beyond simple data collection of organizational performance or differences between 
organizations; it entails continuous analyses of the organization's performance by 
recognizing and incorporating process leaders (Epper, 1999; Alstete, 1995). 
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Defined as a process, Alstete (1995) compares it to multiple Plan-Do-Check-Act 
(PDCA) four step approaches. The first step, planning the study, determines what, how, 
and whom to benchmark and which measurement tool to utilize. The second is the data 
collection step, which employs primary and secondary data collection methods. The third 
step, data analyses, analyzes collected data and cultivates recommendations. The final 
step is to act by applying the output data recommendations into the standard practices of 
the benchmarking organization. 
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Chapter III: Methodology 
Recent data released by state agencies in the upper-Midwest reveal that state 
funding for the support of public higher education has declined considerably over the 
previous two decades. Many of the institutional related foundations that support these 
public universities do not have the organizational structure to increase the level of private 
(donated) support to offset the state funding gap. The purpose of this quantitative study 
was to benchmark the organizational structure of small to midsized institutionally related 
foundations, institutional undergraduate enrollment under 20,000 students, and the 
characteristics that aid in. the development of large endowment accounts and high annual 
yields. 
Subject Selection and Description 
The 51 senior administrators of the small to mid-sized public institutional related 
foundations in the upper-Midwest selected for participation represent the entire evaluable 
population for study. The name and contact information of the senior administrator of 
each institution was obtained from each institution's website. The primary data collected 
on the population was the institution name and the senior administrator's name, title and 
email address. 
Instrumentation 
A customized email survey was created for the purpose of this study. The creation 
of the survey followed the best practices in creating a data collection tool for the purpose 
of benchmarking. The email surveying software and distribution methods employed in 
this study are the proprietary property of Qualtrics Survey Software and the University of 
Wisconsin-Stout. The survey was deployed in June 2009 and consisted of 16 questions. 
In order to determine the benchmark information for this study the survey consisted of 
open-ended and multiple choice, ordinal and numerical questions. 
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Data Collection Procedures 
Prior to the deployment of the live survey, a preliminary test survey was sent to 
two subject matter experts for validation of survey content and functionality. The subject 
matter experts made minimal change suggestions, which were incorporated into the final 
version. The data collection process was conducted over a two week period in June of 
2009. 
The first deployment step in the data collection process was to send a pre-letter 
email to the entire survey population (Appendix A). The letter alerted them that they 
would receive a survey in the next two days and explained to them the importance of the 
research as it related to their ability to effectively lead their organization. Two days after 
the pre-letter email was sent, the survey was deployed. The survey was accompanied with 
an ~nformational survey cover letter (Appendix B). The letter explained that it would only 
take two to three minutes to answer the 16 questions in the survey (Appendix C). It 
detailed that this was a voluntary survey and their responses were strictly confidential. 
Their anonymity was protected through the use of the encrypted surveying software 
utilized by the researcher, which automatically separates any identifying links to the 
subjects and their answers. 
Five days after the original survey was deployed, a reminder email was sent to the 
participants (Appendix D). The message encouraged them to complete the survey before 
it closed. After each participant completed the survey, the participant received an 
automated thank you message (Appendix E). 
Data Analysis 
A number of statistical analyses were used in the analysis of the data collected in 
this study. Nominal and ordinal level measurements were used for the descriptive data 
analysis. The mean, median, correlations, and standard deviations were analyzed in the 
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quantitative portion (multiple choice) of the study. Thematic analyses of the responses to 
the open-ended questions were conducted. The primary goal of the study was to collect 
data for benchmarking what the different organizations had in place structurally, the role 
of the staff and the amount raised annually to support the increase of the total 
endowment. These electronic evaluations were performed in Microsoft Excel 2007 and 
are included under the results of Chapter IV. 
Limitations 
1. The results of this study are predominately limited to a nominal level 
measurement, and require further research to explore the possibilities of 
correlations between organizational structure and fundraising capabilities. 
2. A further restraint of this process was the limited literature regarding the 
organizational structure of the institutionally related foundation offices. 
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Chapter IV: Results 
As state funding for public universities continues to decrease, institutionally 
related foundations are looked upon to offset the shortfall. The purpose of the research in 
this study was focused on the organizational structure of small to midsized institutionally 
related foundations and the characteristics that aid in the development of large 
endowment accounts and high annual yields to combat state funding shortfalls. The 
primary research objectives of the study were to: 
1. To examine the correlation between the structural makeup of each 
organization's development department and the annual donations received 
from each entity. 
2. To analyze the percentage of revenue generated by individual entities 
within the development departments. 
3. To originate recommendations to senior administrators of institutionally 
related foundations on the structural design characteristics of development 
departments. 
Item Analysis 
The researcher collected data by sending a 16 question email survey to 51 senior 
administrators of institutional related foundations at mid-size universities in the upper-
Midwest. Of the surveyed population of 51 individuals, 21 responded for a 41 % return 
rate. One person did not answer any of the questions and another person only answered 
the first two questions, so N= 19 for most of the survey and representing a 37% return rate 
for the majority of the survey questions. The limited total population size required the use 
of the Fisher Exact test results in making comparisons. 
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To confirm that the majority of the organizations being surveyed have a similar 
origin as a separate entity for the universities they represent, question 1 asked "Does the 
foundation you represent have a separate tax identification number from your host 
institution?" Of the 20 respondents who answered 19 (95%) responded yes. 
Table 1 represents survey question 2. This asked, "What is your annual operating 
budget" and to include employee salary and benefits. Respondents were asked to select 
one of the five ranges. There was distribution in each range, but 80% of the organizations 
have an annual budget of less than $1,500,000. 
Table 1 
What is your annual operating budget 
Response Frequency (N=20) 
Under $499,999 5 
500,000 to 999,999 3 
1,000,000 to 1,499,999 8 
1,500,000 to 1,999,999 2 
2,000,000 + 2 
Percentage 
25% 
15% 
40% 
10% 
10% 
Survey question 3 asked, "What percentage of your annual operating budget does 
your host institution fund?" The respondents were given six answer options, zero or five 
separate percentage ranges. None of the respondents selected zero, but there was 
distribution in each ofthe other five ranges. Of the 19 responses over 63% of their 
foundations receive funding of 40% or higher from their host institution. Responses are 
represented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
What percentage of your annual operating budget does your host institution fund 
Response Frequency (N=19) Percentage 
1-19% 6 31.6% 
20-39 1 5.3% 
40-59 7 36.8% 
60-79 2 10.5% 
80 - 100 3 15.8% 
Survey question 4 asked respondents what was their average annual total 
donations received, excluding pledge gifts. Their average was derived from the last three 
fiscal years. There was distribution in each of the five ranges. The majority, 68% of the 
respondent's organizations, had average annual donations of $4,000,000 or less. Table 3 
represents the responses. 
Table 3 
Over the last three fiscal years, what was your average yearly total donations received 
Response Frequency (N=19) Percentage 
Under $1,999,999 5 26.3% 
2,000,000 to 3,999,999 8 42.1% 
4,000,000 to 5,999,999 3 15.8% 
6,000,000 to 7,999,999 1 5.3% 
8,000,000 + 2 10.5% 
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The next series of questions investigates the development areas prospect research, 
annual giving, major gifts and planned giving. Specifically, the questions asked which of 
these areas are employed by the respondent's organization, who covers the 
responsibilities and the employee numbers. 
Survey question 5 addressed the area of prospect research and asked, "How many 
prospect researchers does your office employ?" Table 4 represents the responses. 
Approximately half of the responses do not employ a designated prospect researcher. 
Table 4 
How many prospect researchers does your office employ 
o 
1 
2 
3 
Response Frequency (N=19) 
10 
6 
1 
2 
Percentage 
52.6% 
31.6% 
5.3% 
10.5% 
The respondents who selected z~ro had the option to select from a list or write-in 
who handles prospect research. Of the ten who reported zero, two respondents selected 
senior administrator of Foundation and another two answered that the major gift officer 
handles the research. Some of the write-in responses were the database manager, 
development services officer, foundation manager, and two that combine or share the 
duties amongst different professional and support staff. 
Question six, seven and eight focus on the area of annual giving. Based on the 
respondents answer to question 6, which asked "Does your office have an annual giving 
program," respondents who answered no were skipped to question 8. Out of 19 
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respondents, 18 responded yes, so 94.7% of represented offices have an annual giving 
program. 
Depending on the answer selected for question 7, which asked "Does your office 
have an in-house phonathon team," respondents who answered yes were asked a second 
part to the question. If they answered no they were skipped to question 8. The second part 
of question 7 asked, "On average how many Phonathon callers are staffed per night?" 
Table 5 represents the responses to part one of question 7. 
Table 5 
Does your office have an in-house phonathon team 
Response 
Yes 
No 
Frequency (N= 18) 
13 
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The responses for part two of question 7 are represented in Table 6. 
Table 6 
On average how many Phonathon callers are staffed per night 
1 to 5 
6 to 10 
11 to 15 
Response Frequency (N=13) 
2 
6 
5 
Percentage 
72.2% 
27.8% 
Percentage 
15.4% 
46.1% 
38.5% 
Question 8 asked "what percentage of your average yearly gifts received were 
raised by your annual giving program?" This question was an open-ended and allowed 
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the respondent to fill in the answer with a number between 1 and 100. Ofthe respondents 
(N=19) who identified their organization as having an annual giving program, 15 (or 
78%) stated 15% percent or less of their average yearly gifts received come from the 
annual giving program. The median was 10% with the mean calculated at 16.5789%. 
None of the respondents reported receiving more than 50% of their average annual gifts 
from the annual giving program. 
Question nine, ten and eleven focused on the area of major gift giving. Based on 
the respondents answer to question 9, which asked "Does your office have major gift 
program," respondents who answered no were skipped to question 13. Out of 19 
respondents 16 responded yes, so 84.2% of represented offices have a major gift 
program. Those respondents answering yes to question 9 (N= 16) were asked to answer 
question 10. Question 10 asked, "How many major gift officers does your office 
employ?" The respondents' answers were distributed in all areas. Table 7 represents the 
responses to question 10. 
Table 7 
How many major gift officers does your office employ 
Response Frequency (N=16) Percentage 
0 2 12.5% 
1 3 18.8% 
2 4 25.0% 
3 3 18.8% 
4 or more 4 25.0% 
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Respondents who answered 1 or more were directed to question 12. Respondents 
who answered zero major gift officers were asked to answer question 11, "Who handles 
the major gift solicitation?" One respondent answered that the senior administrator of the 
foundation did. The other respondent answered that the annual giving officer handled 
major gift solicitation. 
Question 12 asked "what percentage of your average yearly gifts received were 
raised by your major gift solicitation?" This question was an open-ended and allowed the 
respondent to fill in the answer with a number between 1 and 100. The median of the 
respondents (N=16) who identified their organization as having a major gift program was 
67.5% and the mean was calculated at 56.25%. Eight or 50% stated 70% to 75% oftheir 
average yearly gifts received come from major gift solicitation. Twelve of the 16 
respondents (or 75%) reported that major gift solicitation accounted for 50% or more of 
their average yearly gifts. Table 8 represents the respondents' answers to question 12. 
Table 8 
What percentage of your average annual gifts received were raised by major gift 
solicitation 
Response (%) Frequency (N= 16) Percentage 
0 1 6.3% 
30 2 12.5% 
45 1 6.3% 
50 2 12.5% 
60 1 6.3% 
65 1 6.3% 
70 6 37.5% 
75 2 12.5% 
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Question 13 and 14 focused on the area of planned giving. Based on the respondents 
answer to question 13, which asked "Does your office have planned giving program," 
respondents who answered "no" were skipped to question 15. Out of 18 respondents, 11 
responded yes, so 61: 1 % of represented offices have a planned giving program. Those 
respondents answering yes to question 13 (N= 11) were asked to answer question 14. 
Depending on the answer selected for question 14, which asked "How many 
planned giving officers does your office employ," respondents who answered one or 
more were skipped to question 15. Five (N=II) of the respondent answered that their 
office employed 1 planned giving office. For respondents who answered zero, a second 
part to the question was asked. The second part of question 14 was to ask, "Who handles 
planned giving," but was improperly stated on the survey and read, "Who handles 
prospect research." The answers for part two of question 14 are considered invalid and 
are not reported on by the researcher. 
Table 9 represents survey question 15. This asked, "How many support staff 
personnel does your office employ under your operating budget?" Respondents were 
asked to select one ofthe five ranges. There was distribution in three of the five ranges, 
with 77.8% of the organizations have between one and five support staff personnel. Table 
10 represents responses to question 15. 
Table 9 
How many support staj/personnel does your office employ under your operating budget 
1 to 5 
6 to 10 
11 to 15 
Response Frequency (N=18) 
14 
3 
1 
Percentage 
77.8% 
16.7% 
5.6% 
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Question 16 stated, "Please use this space to share any further information or 
unique idiosyncrasies of your organizational structure that you feel would influence this 
research." There were six responses to question 16. 
1. Our Foundation is in a state of flux. There have been several changes in upper 
administration and two positions have been vacant for over 6 months. Weare 
now under new leadership and are uncertain on our future structure. 
2. Our market/development researcher is a part time consultant who has several 
additional responsibilities. Essentially, we have two professional 
development/advancement employees, including our Vice Chancellor, one part-
time consultant (mentioned above), an 80% alumni coordinator, and we all have 
significant other position responsibilities as well. One administrative financial 
assistant and one LTE who works 20 hours a week at most. There will be no 
changes in the foreseeable future. 
3. Regional campus with own basic operation but reliant on central system for 
elements of processing, research, legal review, investment, planned giving, etc. 
4. We are connected to a very large foundation with many services provided by 
them to us. 
5. We began our first Capital Campaign July 1, 2008. I was hired in April 2009 
as VP of University Advancement and CEO of the Foundation. 
6. Happy to speak with you if you want to talk further about your research. I am 
looking forward to receiving your results. 
Cross Tabulation Data 
The limited total population size required the use of the Fisher Exact test results in 
making cross tabulation comparisons. Statistical significance was judged using a 
significance level of 0.05 and 2-tailed tests (where appropriate). This means that a test 
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statistic was deemed statistically significant if the calculated significance value was less 
than 0.05. 
Cross tabulation was performed between annual donations and operating budgets. 
The cross tabulation analyzed annual operating budgets of under $1,000,000 and over 
$1,000,000 to the average yearly total of donations received. The average yearly total was 
split in two groups under $1,999,999 and over $2,000,000. Based on the Fischer's Exact 
Test, no statistical significance was found. The Fischer Exact 2-sided equaled .111. 
Statistical significance was not found, but the data suggests that offices with an annual 
budget exceeding $1,000,000 raise more than $2,000,000. Table 10 presents the cross 
tabulation data between annual donations and operating budgets. 
Table 10 
Cross tabulation data between annual donations and operating budgets 
Average yearly total of 
donations received 
under $2,000,000 
$1,999,999 and over Total 
Annual operating under Count 4 4 8 
budget 1,000,000 % within Annual 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
operating budget 
1,000,000 and Count 1 10 11 
over % within Annual 9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 
operating budget 
In the cross tabulation performed between annual donations (N=19) and size of 
prospect researcher staff (N= 19), no statistical significance was found. The Fischer's 
Exact 2-sided equaled .628. The cross tabulation analyzed development offices with zero 
prospect researchers and those with one or more to the average yearly total of donations 
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received. The average yearly total was split in two groups under $1,999,999 and over 
$2,000,000. Table 11 presents the cross tabulation data annual donations and prospect 
research staff. 
Table 11 
Cross tabulation data between annual donations and prospect research staff 
Average yearly total of 
donations received 
under $2,000,000 
$1,999,999 and over Total 
Annual operating 0 Count 2 8 10 
budget % within How 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 
many prospect 
researchers does 
your office employ 
lor more Count 3 6 9 
% within How 33.3% 66.6% 100.0% 
many prospect 
researchers does 
your office employ 
The comparison data in the cross tabulation between annual donations (N=19) and 
if an office that has an annual giving program (N=19) showed no statistical significance. 
The Fischer's Exact 2-sided equaled 1.00. Statistical significance was not found, but the 
data suggests that for offices with an annual giving program, more (72.2%) tended to 
raise in excess of$2,000,000. One of the 19 respondent offices does not have and annual 
giving program. Table 11 presents the cross tabulation data between annual donations 
and annual giving program. 
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Table 12 
Cross tabulation data between annual donations and annual giving program 
Average yearly total of 
donations received 
under $2,000,000 
$1,999,999 and over Total 
Annual Yes Count 5 13 18 
operating budget % within Does your 27.8% 72.2% 100.0% 
office have an 
annual giving 
program 
No Count 0 1 1 
% within Does your .0% 100.0% 100.0% 
office have an 
annual giving 
program 
When the cross tabulation was performed between annual donations (N=19) and 
major gift program (N=19), there was no statistical significance. The Fischer's Exact 2-
sided equaled .155. Statistical significance was not found, but the data suggests that for 
offices with a major gift program more funds were raised. Thirteen of the 18 offices, or 
81.3%, that answered "yes" to having a major gift program raised in excess of 
$2,000,000. Three respondents answered "no" to having a major gift program. Table 13 
presents the cross tabulation data between annual donations and a major gift program. 
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Table 13 
Cross tabulation data between annual donations and lJlqjor gifts program 
Average yearly total of 
donations received 
under $2,000,000 
$1,999,999 and over Total 
Annual operating Yes Count 3 13 16 
budget % within Does your 18.8% 81.3% 100.0% 
office have an 
major gift program 
No Count 2 1 3 
% within Does your 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 
office have an 
major gift program 
Cross tabulation was performed between annual donations and planned gifts 
programs. The cross tabulation analyzed respondents answers of having or not having a 
planned gifts program to the average yearly total of donations received. The average 
yearly total was split in two groups under $1,999,999 and over $2,000,000. Based on the 
Fischer's Exact Test, a statistical significance was found. The Fischer Exact 2-sided 
equaled .047. A statistically higher percentage ofthe $2,000,000 and over respondents 
had a planned gifts program. This suggests that offices which incorporate a planned gifts 
program into their development strategy report higher average annual donated gifts. 
Table 14 presents the cross tabulation data between annual donations and planned gifts 
program. 
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Table 14 
Cross tabulation data between annual donations and planned gifts program 
Average yearly total of 
donations received 
under $2,000,000 
$1,999,999 and over Total 
Annual operating Yes Count 1 10 11 
budget % within Does your 9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 
office have an 
major gift program 
No Count 4 3 7 
% within Does your 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 
office have an 
major gift program 
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Chapter V: Discussion 
Though unprecedented amounts of revenue are being raised annually by 
institutionally related foundations in support of public universities, many small to 
midsized organizations struggle to support the increased funding demands of the 
universities they represent. The research in this study focuses on the organizational 
structure of small to midsized institutionally related foundations and the characteristics 
that aid in the development of large endowment accounts and high annual yields. The 
primary research objectives of the study are: 
1. To examine the correlation between the structural makeup of each 
organization's development department and the annual donations received 
from each entity. 
2. To analyze the percentage of revenue generated by individual entities 
within the development departments. 
3. To originate recommendations to senior administrators of institutionally 
related foundations on the structural design characteristics of development 
departments. 
The literature review in Chapter II established the framework for this study and 
assisted in guiding the analysis in Chapter IV. The literature review verified the 
decreasing state funding for public universities in the upper-Midwest. Then the origin of 
fundraising, purpose and structure of institutionally related foundations was examined. 
The origin of educational fund raising dates back to the mid-1100's at the University of 
Paris. The original purpose of institutionally related foundations in the United States of 
America was to support the growing financial needs of universities, but remaining 
completely autonomous from the governance of the host institution. 
29 
The next section of the literature review explored foundation development offices 
and staff roles. The research uncovered basic information on the steps to building or 
starting an institutionally related foundation and the individual roles of the employees. A 
limitation was also uncovered in the research that there is very little peer-review research 
material on the organizational structure of institutionally related foundations. This will be 
documented in the limitations section. 
The final section in the literature review researched benchmarking in higher 
education. Benchmarking is a process that reaches beyond simple data collection of 
organizational performance or differences between organizations; it entails continuous 
analyses of the organization's performance by recognizing and incorporating process 
leaders (Epper, 1999; Alstete, 1995). As a preliminary benchmarking study this research 
data should be utilized in step four of the Plan-Do-Check-Act, which is to apply the 
output data recommendations in standard practice. 
To meet the objectives of this study an outline survey was developed and 
administered to the senior administrator of the institutionally related foundations at the 51 
small to midsized public universities in the upper-Midwest. The researcher developed the 
16 question survey to best address the objectives of this study and keep it at an efficient 
length to assist in increasing the response rate. Of the surveyed population of 51 
individuals, 21 responded for a 41 % return rate. One person did not answer any of the 
questions and another person only answered the first two questions, so N=19 for most of 
the survey and represented a 37% return rate for the majority of the survey questions. 
Limitations 
For this research study there were two preliminary and two additional limitations 
revealed during the data analysis. The preliminary limitations were: as a participant 
observer the researcher will have to guard against biases in the research methodology; 
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and the research gathered in this study only represents a sample of universities from the 
upper-Midwest and may not characterize the same correlations in different regions of the 
United States of America. 
The first of the two additional limitations was that the population size was very 
small to make meaningful statistical comparisons between groups. Because of the small 
cell sizes, the chi-square statistic cannot be used, so the researcher used the Fisher Exact 
test results. The other limitation was during the data analysis it was discovered that part 
two of the question 14 contained a typographical error on the electronic survey. The 
second part of question 14 was to ask, "Who handles planned giving," but was 
improperly stated on the survey and read, "Who handles prospect research." The answers 
for part two of question 14 are considered invalid and are not reported on by the 
researcher. 
Conclusions 
Some institutionally related foundations in this study reported raising substantial 
amounts of money, employing large numbers of development staff, and carry sizable 
operating budgets while others were working under a more modest environment. 
Currently there is very little peer-reviewed information about proper ways to develop or 
align the organizational structure of institutionally related foundations. Based on the data 
collected in this study a number of conclusions were made on the study'S objectives. 
The first objective of this study to examine the correlation between the structural 
makeup of each organization's development department and the annual donations 
received from each entity was accomplished by analyzing this research data. Five 
components of development offices were cross tabulated with average annual donations 
received. The five areas were operating budget, prospect researcher, annual giving 
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program, major gifts program and planning gifts program. Four of the five comparisons 
to annual donations suggested possible correlations with one being statistical significant. 
In comparing the size of operating budget and annual donations, offices with 
operating budgets under $1,000,000 were evenly split between raising greater than and 
less than $2,000,000 annually. The data does suggest a possible correlation between 
offices that have operating budgets above $1,000,000 and their ability to fund raise over 
$2,000,000 annually. Ninety percent of those offices reported these higher returns. 
The second cross tabulation was between annual donations and annual giving 
program. The data suggests that for offices with an annual giving program, more (72.2%) 
tended to raise in excess of $2,000,000. Not analyzed was ifthere is a relation with the 
annual giving program to one or more of the other development area, which could affect 
what the data suggests. 
The third cross tabulation compared annual donations and major gifts programs. 
The data suggests that offices with a major gift program raised more funds. Thirteen of 
the 18 offices, or 81.3%, answering "yes" to having a major gift program raised in excess 
of$2,000,000. All of the respondents that reported having three or more major gift 
officers also reported raising in excess of$2,000,000. Though statistical significance was 
not found, the data does suggest that there may be a correlation between more than 3 
major gift officers and higher annual donations. 
The cross tabulation between annual donations and planned gifts program, yield a 
statistically significant result. A statistically higher percentage ofthe $2,000,000 and over 
respondents had a planned gifts program. This suggests that offices which incorporate a 
planned gifts program into their development strategy report higher average annual 
donated gifts. 
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The second objective ofthis study to analyze the percentage of revenue generated 
by individual entities within the development departments was accomplished by this 
research data. The data reports that 78% of the respondents stated 15% percent or less of 
their average yearly gifts received come from the annual giving program. Major gift 
donations account for a much higher percentage of annual donations received. The data 
shows a mean score of 56.25% of annual gift received for respondents who have major 
gift programs. Eight or 50% stated 70% to 75% of their average yearly gifts received 
come from the major gift program. 
Recommendations 
The researcher identified two recommendations for improvement of this study and 
three recommendations for advancing future research. The first recommendation for 
improving this study is to vastly expand the population size ofthe data collection. This 
study suggested possible correlations, but the limited population negated the opportunity 
to utilize more in-depth analysis tools. A return rate of 41 % suggests senior 
administrators of institutionally related foundations are interested in advancing their field. 
The researcher recommends, expanding the population to include all of the small to 
midsized universities in the United States of America. 
The second recommendation for improving this study is to enhance the survey 
mechanism. Align the questions that cover each of the development areas to mirror one 
another, including consistency in developing the ranges used in the answers. Lengthen 
the questions to include detailed discriptions of what it is the question is try to find out. 
This study clearly demonstrates the need for further research in the area of 
organizational development of institutionally related foundations. The literature review 
points out how relatively new institutionally related foundations are to public universities 
and the lack of available peer-reviewed literature on the topic supports this 
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recommendation. The suggestive data derived from the data analysis ofthis study also 
supports the need for further research to statistically verify or invalidate the hypothesis 
that there is a correlation between organizational structure and capability to raise funds. 
The forth recommendation is the need to diversify the data collection target 
population. Future research should include large public and private universities and 
colleges. Diversification can provide an enormous benefit for researching organizational 
structure through the availability of increased depth of the data. This leads to the final 
recommendation, increasing the depth ofthe data analysis of the research. Chi-squared 
and cross tabulations need to be ran on the correlation between each and all of the areas 
of the development office. If a cause and effect relationship can be found between 
individual development areas, senior administrators of institutionally related foundations 
could then establish more efficient organizational structure in their offices. 
34 
References 
Alstete, lW. (1995). Benchmarking in higher education. ASHE-ERIC higher education 
report no. 5. Washington, D.C.: Washington University Graduate School of 
Education and Human Development. 
Altbach, P.G. (2008). Higher education in context - economic factors, An era of 
competition, demographic realities, governmental political and legal challenges, 
religious factors. Retrieved November 5, 2008, from 
www.education.stateuniversity.com Web site: 
http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/204l IHigher-Education-in-
Context.html">Higher Education in Context - Economic Factors, An Era of 
Competition, Demographic Realities, Governmental Political and Legal 
Challenges, Religious Factors. 
Bridgeland, A., & Goodacre C. (2005). Benchmarking in higher education: A framework 
for quality improvement purposes. Paper presented at the meeting of Educause 
Australasia, Auckland, New Zealand. 
Ciconte, B.L., & Jacob, lG. (2005). Fundraising basics: A complete guide. Sudbury, 
MA: Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 
Doerfel, M.L., & Ruben, B.D. (2002). Developing more adaptive, innovative, and 
interactive organizations [Electronic version]. New Directions for Higher 
Education. J J J, 5-24. 
Duderstadt, J.1., & Womack, F.W. (2003). "Thefitture of the public university in America: 
Beyond the crossroads. Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins University Press. 
Endut, W.1., Abdullah, M, & Husain, N (2000). Benchmarking institutions of higher 
education. Total Quality Management, J J (4/5/6), 796-799. 
35 
Epper, R.M. (1999). Applying benchmarking to higher education. Change [Electronic 
version}. 31 (6), 24-31. 
Hedgepeth, R.C. (1993). The institutionally related foundation. In MJ. Worth (Eds.) , 
Educational fund raising: Principles and practice (pp. 323-336). Phoenix, AZ: 
The Oryx Press. 
Ikenberry, S.O. (2005). Uncertain and unplanned: The future of public higher education. 
In S. Koeneman (Ed.), Policy Forum (pp. 1-6). Urbana, IL: IGPA University of 
Illinois. 
Kane, T.l, & Orszag, P.R. (2003, September 9). Funding restrictions at public 
universities: Effects and policy implications. Retrieved October 9,2008, from 
Brookings Web site: 
http://www. brookings.edu/papers/2003/091 Oeducation kane.aspx. 
Kozobarich, J.L. (2000).Institutional Advancement [Electronic version]. New Directions 
for Higher Education. 111, 25-34. 
Miller, M.T. (1993). Historical perspectives on the development of academic fund 
raising. Journal of Instructional Psychology. 20(3), 6, 237. 
Ronca, J.M., & Weertz, D. J. (2006). Examining differences in state support for higher 
education: A comparative study of state appropriations for research I universities. 
Journal of Higher Education. 77(6),33,935-967. 
Rowland, A.W. (Ed.). (1986). Handbook of institutional advancement: A modern guide 
to management, institutional relations, fil11draising, alumni administration, 
government relations, publications, periodicals, and enrollment management. San 
Francisco, CA: The Jossey-Bass Publishers Inc. 
St. John, E.P., & Parsons, M.D. (Eds.). (2004). Public funding ofhigher education: 
Changing contexts and new rationales. Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins 
University Press. 
36 
The Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago. (2005). Chicago Fed Letter (218 ed.) [Brochure]. 
Chicago, IL: Richard H. Mattoon. 
Theisen, J.M. (1993). Raising funds for independent schools. In MJ. Worth (Eds.), 
Educational fil11d raising: Principles and practice (pp. 337-346). Phoenix, AZ: 
The Oryx Press. 
Tromble, W.W. (Ed.). (1998). Excellence in advancement: Applications for higher 
education and nonprofit organizations. Gaithersburg, Marland: Aspen Publishers 
Inc. 
Wolf, T. (1999). Managing a nonprofit organization in the twenty-first centwy. New 
York, NY: Simon & Schuster Inc. 
Worth, MJ. (Ed.). (1993). Educational fimd raising: Principles and practice. Phoenix, 
AZ: The Oryx Press. 
Worth, M.l, & Asp lW., II (1995). The development officer in higher education: 
Toward an understanding of the role. Washington D. c.: (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED382J06) 
37 
Appendix A: Pre-Letter 
Subject line: Public University Foundation Research Survey 
Dear Colleague, 
As the leader of your institutions advancement office, I am asking you to assist in making 
a profound difference in the way we raise money. As a Development Officer and 
Graduate Student I am grateful of your feedback on a brief benchmarking survey looking 
for a relationship between our organizational structures and their fundraising capabilities. 
You will receive the survey within two business days. By completing this survey you 
greatly impact our profession and potentially create opportunities to increase the 
effectiveness of your advancement office. 
Thank you, 
Todd Burns 
University of Wisconsin-Stout 
Development Officer and Graduate Student 
bllrnstCi'I)llwstout .edu 
715.232.1271 
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University ofWisconsin-Stout's 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB has detel111ined that this study meets the 
ethical obligations required by federal law and University policies. If you have questions 
or concerns regarding this study please contact the Investigator or Advisor. If you have 
any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a research subject, please 
contact the IRB Administrator. 
Advisor 
Dr. Katherine Lui 
263 Jarvis Hall Tech Wing 
UW Stout 
Menomonie, WI 54751 
715.232.2470 
III i k (i/: II W S to u t. ell II 
IRB Administrator 
Sue Foxwell, Director, Research Service 
152 Vocational Rehabilitation Bldg. 
UW-Stout 
Menomonie, WI 5475 
715.232.2477 
foxwe 11 S((I'llwstoUl. eli II 
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Appendix B: Survey Cover Letter 
Subject line: Public University Foundation Research Survey 
Hello! 
Today you have the opportunity to advance our industry! As you were notified two 
days ago, I am conducting a two to three minute, 16 question survey looking for 
potential relationships between our organizational structures and their fundraising 
capabilities. 
Your response is strictly confidential and your name will not be included on any 
documents. We do not believe that you can be identified from any ofthis 
information. Taking this survey will greatly assist in determining these needs of our 
profession. 
This is a completely voluntary survey, but for completing this brief survey you will 
automatically receive the completed research white paper! 
Please, click here to take the survey! 
Thank you very much for responding to this voluntary survey and your dedication to 
our profession! 
Todd Bums 
University of Wisconsin-Stout 
Development Officer and Graduate Student 
burnst@uwstout.edu 
715.232.1271 
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University ofWisconsin-Stout's 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study meets the 
ethical obligations required by federal law and University policies. If you have 
questions or concerns regarding this study please contact the Investigator or Advisor. 
If you have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a research 
subject, please contact the IRB Administrator. 
Advisor 
Dr. Katherine Lui 
263 Jarvis Hall Tech Wing 
UW Stout 
Menomonie, WI 54751 
715.232.2470 
luik@uwstout.edu 
IRB Administrator 
Sue Foxwell, Director, Research Service 
152 Vocational Rehabilitation Bldg. 
UW-Stout 
Menomonie, WI 5475 
715.232.2477 
foxwells@uwstout.edu 
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Appendix C: Survey 
"This research has been approved by the UW-Stout IRB as required by the Code of 
Federal regulations Title 45 Part 46." 
This is an entirely voluntary survey and you may choose not to participate without 
any adverse consequences to you by clicking the cancel button on any page or simply 
close the survey application at anytime during the survey. By completing the following 
survey you agree to participate in the research project entitled, the Relationship between 
Organizational Development ofInstitutionally Related Foundations and Fundraising 
Capabilities: A Preliminary Benchmarking Study. 
1. Does the foundation you represent have a separate nonprofit tax identification 
number from your host institution? Yes_ No _ 
2. What is your annual operating budget (including employee salary and 
benefits)? 
A. Under $499,999 
B. 500,000 to 999,999 
C. 1,000,000 to 1,499,999 
D. 1,500,000 to 1,999,999 
E. 2,000,000+ 
3. Does your host institution fund any of your annual operating budget? 
Yes _ No_ (If yes, at what percentage is it funded?) 
A. 0 to 19% 
B. 20 to 39 
C. 40 to 59 
D. 60 to 79 
E. 80 to 100 
4. Over the last three fiscal years, what was your average yearly total of 
donations received (excluding pledged gifts)? 
A. Under $1,999,999 
B. 2,000,000 to 3,999,999 
C. 4,000,000 to 5,999,999 
D. 6,000,000 to 7,999,999 
E. 8,000,000 + 
5. How many prospect researchers does your office employ? 
AO 
B.I 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 
If zero, who handles the prospect research? 
A Senior Administrator of foundation 
B. Annual Giving Officer 
C. Major Gifts Officer 
D. Plan Giving Officer 
E. Other 
------
6. Does your office have an annual giving program? Yes _ No_ 
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7. Does your office have an in-house phonathon team? Yes _ No _ (ifno 
skip to question 9) 
8. On average how many Phonathon callers are staffed per night? 
A I to 5 
B. 6 to 10 
C. 11 to 15 
D. 16 to 20 
E. 20+ 
9. What percentage of your average yearly gifts received were raised by your 
annual giving program? 
Direct mail % 
Phonathon % 
Other % 
(Please state what "other" represents ________ ~) 
10. Does your office have a major gift program? Yes _ No _ (ifno skip to 
question 13) 
11. How many major giftofficers does you office employ? 
A. 0 
B.l 
C. 2 
D.3 
E. 4 or more 
If zero, who handles the major gift solicitation? 
A. Senior Administrator of university 
B. Senior Administrator of foundation 
C. Annual Giving Officer 
D. Plan Giving Officer 
E. Other 
------
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12. What percentage of your average yearly gifts received were raised by major 
gift solicitation? _% 
13. Does your office have a planned giving program? Yes _No _ (ifno skip 
to question 15) 
14. How many planned giving officer does your office employ? 
A. 0 
B.l 
C. 2 
D.3 
E. 4 or more 
If zero, who handles the prospect research? 
A. Senior Administrator of foundation 
B. Annual Giving Officer 
C. Major Gifts Officer 
D. Plan Giving Officer 
E. Other 
-------
15. How many support staff personnel (not directly soliciting donations) does 
your office employ under your operating budget? (I.E. administrative 
assistant, data processor, business manager, gift processor, etc ... ) 
A. 1-5 
B. 6-10 
C. 11-15 
D. 16-20 
E. 21 or more 
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16. Please use this space to share any further infonnation or unique 
idiosyncrasies of your organizational structure that you feel would influence 
this research. 
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Appendix D: Reminder Letter 
Subject line: Public University Foundation Research Survey 
This is your last chance to take the Public University Foundation Research survey! 
It's only 16 questions and takes just two or three minutes to complete. Please take 
this moment to impact our profession. 
Plus you're automatically eligible to receive the completed research white paper! 
If you have not already given your important response, please click the link below! 
Take the Survey 
If you have already done so, thank you! I appreciate your response! 
Todd Burns 
University of Wisconsin-Stout 
Development Officer and Graduate Student 
bUrl1st(Cl'tlwstout.edu 
715.232.1271 
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Wisconsin-Stout's 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study meets the 
ethical obligations required by federal law and University policies. If you have 
questions or concerns regarding this study please contact the Investigator or Advisor. 
If you have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a research 
subject, please contact the IRB Administrator. 
Advisor 
Dr. Katherine Lui 
263 Jarvis Hall Tech Wing 
UW Stout 
Menomonie, WI 54751 
715.232.2470 
luik((]!U\vstout.cdu 
IRB Administrator 
Sue Foxwell, Director, Research Service 
152 Vocational Rehabilitation Bldg. 
UW-Stout 
Menomonie, WI 5475 
715.232.2477 
foxwcl1s(ui,u\vstout.ec!u 
44 
Appendix E: Thank You Letter 
Subject line: Public University Foundation Research Survey 
Thank you! 
I appreciate your participation in the Public University Foundation Research survey 
regarding the relationship between organizational structures and fundraising capabilities 
and applaud your dedication to the advancement profession! Remember you will receive 
the completed research white paper! 
Todd Bums 
University of Wisconsin-Stout 
Development Officer and Graduate Student 
bumst@uwstout.edu 
715.232.1271 
